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This paper, underpinned by a framework of autopoietic principles of 
creativity/innovation and leadership/governance, argues that open forms of 
creativity in ‘arts’ provide opportunity for impact upon concepts of development, 
leadership and governance.  The alliance of creativity and governance suggests 
that by examining various understandings of artistic experiences, readers may 
perceive new understandings of alliance, application and assessment of such 
experiences.  This critical understanding would include assessing whether such 
experience supports people changing their aspirations as they become what they 
want to be.  Such understanding may also suggest that different applications of the 
creative capacity of the ‘arts’ offers relevance in alleged ‘non-creative’ areas of 
academe, particularly in areas of management, leadership and governance. This 
alliance also offers the possibility of new staff development programs that 
facilitate learning and building of individual capacity, as well as facilitate 
congruent development process and policy, within academic organisational 
structures. Thus developmental programs for leadership, creativity, governance 
and innovation need to focus on a few biologically and consensually boundaried, 
negotiated, simple laws.  Facilitation for doing, learning, and knowing needs to 
focus on highly flexible meanings of the concepts of conservation of adaptation, 
positive turbulence, aesthetic imperfection, controlled disorder, and creative habit. 
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‘Developing New Alliances in Higher Education 
Leadership & Governance:  Autopoietic Application 
of the ‘Arts’ Creative Capacities’ 
 
Main Description 
This paper, underpinned by a framework of autopoietic principles of 
creativity/innovation and leadership/governance, argues that open forms of 
creativity in ‘arts’ provide opportunity for significant impact upon concepts of 
development, leadership, governance and risk.  The alliance of creativity and 
governance suggests that by examining various ontogenies and understandings of 
the opportunity to experience artistry, the reader may perceive new 
understandings of alliance, application and assessment of such experiences.  This 
critical understanding and reflection would include assessing whether such 
experience supports people changing their aspirations as they become what they 
want to be, and be next. 
A critical understanding of the alliance suggests that different applications of the 
creative capacity of the ‘arts’ offers relevance in alleged ‘non-creative’ areas of 
academe, and particularly in areas of management, leadership and governance. 
This concept of alliance offers the possibility of new staff development programs 
that facilitate learning and building of individual knowledge, as well as facilitate 
congruent development process and policy, particularly within academic 
organisational structures. 
The proposition in this paper is that domain’s of organisational structure should 
have ‘management jazz’, where change, as doing, learning and knowing, is the 
negotiated desired outcome. Such an outcome then offers enhanced personal 
capacity and the enhanced structural order that comes from being effective.  
Change is a given. Change happens, and it does so first as a ‘doing’, next as a 
‘learning’, and then by ‘knowing’, ending up in surprising places.  As stated 
earlier, the quality of where one ends up is based on the depth of individual 
capacity, and the quality impacts upon whether or not the change is considered 
beneficial by the individual, for the individual and for the domain of the 
participant’s organisational structures.  Building personal capacity can lead to 
better organisational structures.  However, the negotiated structures can also be 
impacted upon by preconceived ideas about an orchestral construct of governance 
and risk-management.  The concept of a jazz/orchestral relationship can either, 
- reflect forced, rigid and administered ‘regulation’, designed to limit exposure to 
any chance of loss or danger, or 
- provide negotiated standards, those ethics and habits established as acceptable to 
manage the chances of loss or danger while pursuing a venture.       
The ‘regulation’ in the first point above refers to the imposition of a model of 
control.  In the second point, negotiated standards, and structure, are based on 
people creating ‘jazz’ with a greater depth of capacity to change and create new 
and exciting actions, with less fear of risk as loss. 
Drew and Kerr (2003: 1) argue that “building personal capacities for partnering 
and innovation creates the conditions in which personal growth can take place.”  
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These interdependencies of partnering and innovation, which Drew and Kerr 
(2003: 1) suggest are capacities that “tap…into the best of participants’ inclusive 
attitudes, skills, visions and unique contributions,” provide development 
opportunities for consensually (as consent, not consensus) coupled innovation and 
the negotiated ‘taking ownership’ of changing the cultural concepts of the 
participant’s organisational structures.  Such personal growth and development 
opportunities butt up against normative notions of governance and risk 
management in organisational structures.   
It is necessary therefore to consider the meanings of normative governance and 
risk management in organisational structures where partnering for building of 
personal capacities leads to both personal and consensually coupled growth.  Such 
capacity building can be hindered or enhanced by governance and risk 
management depending upon whether these concepts are either orchestrated, or 
created like jazz, or evolve with an alliance of the two processes. 
In this paper, such consideration includes the implications for individual and 
institutional assessments of training, development, and performance programs.  
Such programs may be designed to facilitate innovation, individual self-
actualisation, and self-discipline, as well as solo and consensually coupled group 
production, investment, and resourcing of creativity-supportive environments.  
Assessments of such facilitation need to recognise and reflect the paradox of 
internal and external supervision, and the paradox of supervision and ‘intrinsic’ 
motivation (Prichard, 2002; Kavanagh, O’Brien, Linnane, 2002; Mumford, Scott, 
Gaddis, Strange, 2002), so that we enhance the quality of 
leader/manager/participant assessment and decision-making in ‘management jazz’ 
processes.   
The theory of autopoiesis and the biology of human organisms is also an essential 
element in understanding the creative and risk managed actions of human beings.  
Aspiration, dynamism, creativity and governance are all part and parcel of the 
meaning of being human, in the domains we occupy in the universe.  Within a 
biological autopoietic theory, the model may be that the human already creates 
and innovates within both constraint and opportunity.  In this paper we can 
explore further whether “management jazz” © is an appropriate metaphor 
(Morgan, 1986) or is a possible framework for informing participative innovation 
and negotiated governance in organisational structures. 
In the exploration, consider that relationships amongst the multiple 
realities of humans in our organizational structures are critical to determining how 
we treat one another, how we self-critique and self-renew, and how we lead and 
foster the ‘creativity’ in ourselves and in the possibilities we offer to others to 
foster creativity within our institutional structures.  The paradox of creativity and 
risk offers new understandings of that interaction and narrative creation. 
The creation of social structures, autopoietic consensual coupling, and structural 
support of creative people, innovators and entrepreneurs suggest a new “play of 
stories.” These stories are created by the actions and narratives of the participants, 
and supported by agreed strategies, albeit created by leaders, managers and 
participant-creators as product and producer.  The stories can be and are changed, 
based on a biological gearing to “conservation of adaptation,” “domains of 
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changes of state” and “domains of perturbations” (Maturana and Varela, 1987: 
98-99). 
Amongst the available stories, is one being created as a developmental 
program called “Management Jazz: With Strings Attached.” ©  This program for 
academic development is being created via a collaboration amongst a Creative 
Industries faculty and a University-based staff development advisor at Queensland 
University of Technology, Australia.  The strategy for this academic development 
program asks: 
What is it to lead innovation and enhancement in an age of compliance and audit?  
This workshop examines how artists have managed the tensions between freedom 
and constraint to revolutionize what is known as the “art of management.”  The 
workshop begins with the playwright Chekhov’s advice to a budding writer: “Take 
your blue book and tear it in half.  Begin there!”  and ends with a practical agenda 
for heightening creativity and innovation, within the academic workplace 
(Haseman, 2004). 
The ‘agenda’ is based on the ‘habits’ of Twyla Tharp (2003: 12), the 
renowned dancer and choreographer, who states that: 
In the end there is no ideal condition for creativity.  What works for one person is 
useless for another.  The only criterion is this: Make it easy on yourself.  Find a 
working environment where the prospect of wrestling with your muse doesn’t scare 
you…[The working environment you create] should make you want to be there. 
As Haseman (2004) suggests, “what we can learn from artists is a further 
understanding of the paradox between constraint and freedom.”  In addition, this 
paper suggests we do not need to demystify the creative process, we already live 
it.  Rather we do need, and will make an effort here, to demystify the focus on 
structures that enhance creativity, and the focus on topologies of creative 
behaviour that generate alleged ‘useful’ and ‘valuable’ innovations. 
This paper also recommends the reader consider that governance and creativity, as 
risk management, are neither about leadership control nor regulation about how to 
act.  Thus developmental programs for leadership, creativity, governance and 
innovation need to focus on a few biologically and consensually boundaried, 
negotiated, simple laws.  Facilitation for doing, learning, and knowing also needs 
to focus on highly flexible meanings of the concepts of conservation of 
adaptation, positive turbulence, aesthetic imperfection, controlled disorder, and 
creative habit.  Reminiscent of Ibarra’s “doing first,” where this paper started, 
Palus and Horth suggest, “there are valuable lessons to be learned by practising 
artistry” (2002: 3), and “where we end up may [indeed] surprise us” (Ibarra, 2003: 
5). 
 
 
 
Short Description 
This paper, underpinned by a framework of autopoietic principles of 
creativity/innovation and leadership/governance, argues that open forms of 
creativity in ‘arts’ provide opportunity for impact upon concepts of development, 
 4 
leadership and governance.  The alliance of creativity and governance suggests 
that by examining various understandings of artistic experiences, readers may 
perceive new understandings of alliance, application and assessment of such 
experiences.  This critical understanding would include assessing whether such 
experience supports people changing their aspirations as they become what they 
want to be.  Such understanding may also suggest that different applications of the 
creative capacity of the ‘arts’ offers relevance in alleged ‘non-creative’ areas of 
academe, particularly in areas of management, leadership and governance. This 
alliance also offers the possibility of new staff development programs that 
facilitate learning and building of individual capacity, as well as facilitate 
congruent development process and policy, particularly within academic 
organisational structures. 
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Chapter 0.1.doc 
I begin this paper with a story about a jazz group and an orchestra. This jazz group combines the 
unpredictability of the evolving musical product with the gifted capacities of the individual 
musicians, as individuals and as a negotiated group, changing their music as they go and each 
time they play.  The group’s work might begin with an idea, from one or more of the members, 
and then evolves according to negotiated principles of key, rhythm, and roving leadership.  
Behind the jazz group sits a string orchestra.  In this story, the jazz group and the string orchestra 
are sometimes on stage together, and sometimes are in the recording studio separately, listening 
to the other group from a tape, through their earphones, as they play over that track of music. 
The string orchestra has a conductor and a set of pre-orchestrated music.  The conductor sets the 
speed, intensity of sound, and the interpretation of the entire orchestrated piece of music.  The 
highly skilled string musicians follow the conductor and use their capabilities to produce a good 
quality sound based on the composed and arranged written music and the conductor’s 
interpretation of that music, which is based on conversations the conductor has had with the jazz 
group.  The string orchestra is engaged to provide the jazz group with an additional and 
consistent construct of lush sounds that enhance and support the originality of the jazz group.  
The orchestra provides a negotiated standard of structure, a scaffolding, to support the ongoing 
creativity of the jazz.  Together the orchestra and jazz group create ‘management jazz’.   
The proposition in this paper is that domain’s of organisational structure should have 
‘management jazz’, where change, as doing, learning and knowing, is the desired outcome.  Such 
an outcome then offers enhanced personal capacity and the enhanced structural order that comes 
from being effective.  
  What is meant by this metaphor is to ‘play’ and ‘manage’ an activity or process in the manner 
of ‘jazz’, and to do so in a structure of “various increasingly complex styles generally marked by 
intricate, propulsive rhythms, polyphonic ensemble playing, improvisatory, virtuosic solos, 
melodic freedom and a harmonic idiom ranging from simple diatonicism [a scale of five whole 
tones and two semi-tones] through chromaticism [a scale with multiple semi-tones] to…atonality 
[with no tonal centre]” (The Random House Dictionary of the English Language, Unabridged 
Edition, 1966, New York).   
Change, a considerable part of the above story’s ‘jazz’, is a given. Change happens, and it does 
so first as a ‘doing’, next as a ‘learning’, and then by ‘knowing’, ending up in surprising places.  
As stated earlier, the quality of where one ends up is based on the depth of individual capacity, 
and the quality impacts upon whether or not the change is considered beneficial by the 
individual, for the individual and for their organisational structures.  Building personal capacity, 
as with both the jazz musicians and the orchestral players, can lead to better organisational 
structures.  However, the negotiated structures are part of the orchestral construct of governance 
and risk-management.  The jazz/orchestral relationship can either, 
- reflect forced, rigid and administered ‘regulation’, designed to limit exposure to any chance of 
loss or danger, or 
- provide negotiated standards, those ethics and habits established as acceptable to manage the 
chances of loss or danger while pursuing a venture.       
The ‘regulation’ in the first point above refers to the imposition of a model of control.  In the 
second point, negotiated standards and structure, are based on people creating ‘jazz’ with a 
greater depth of capacity to change and create new and exciting actions, with less fear of risk as 
loss.  This can include less fear of losing anything in a relationship process where “habitual 
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patterns of scarcity…can change…to a possibility of more” (Kerr, 1997: 224) – more 
relationships, more opportunity, more meaning, more scope, more ‘jazz’. 
 Based on the hypothetical model of the opening story, and in anticipation of the creation 
of a developmental program called “Management Jazz: With Strings Attached”©, we now 
proceed to, first, explore the ideas in the story’s narrative, and then proceed to a score of 
partnered theories and concepts of creativity, innovation, governance and risk-management. 
Let us begin with the words of Herminia Ibarra (2003: 5), who says that “change usually comes 
about by “ ‘doing’ first and ’knowing’ second”, such that in praxis “we evaluate alternatives 
according to criteria that changes as we do…where we end up often surprises us.”   Therefore, 
change, as enhanced individual capacity, is relevant to human creativity and innovation 
activities.  
 Drew and Kerr (2003: 1) argue that “building personal capacities for partnering and innovation 
creates the conditions in which personal growth can take place.”  These interdependencies of 
partnering and innovation, which Drew and Kerr (2003: 1) suggest are capacities that “tap…into 
the best of participants’ inclusive attitudes, skills, visions and unique contributions,” provide 
development opportunities for consensually (as consent, not consensus) coupled (Maturana and 
Varela: 1987) innovation and the negotiated ‘taking ownership’ of changing the constraints of 
the participant’s organisational structures.  Such personal growth and development opportunities 
butt up against normative notions of governance and risk management in organisational 
structures.   
It is necessary therefore to consider the meanings of normative governance and risk management 
in organisational structures where partnering for building of personal and structural capacities is 
desired.  Such capacity building can be hindered or enhanced by governance and risk 
management depending upon whether these concepts are either orchestrated, or created like jazz, 
or evolve with an alliance of the two processes. 
 For example, Wheatley (1992: 7,8) refers to conflictual actions such as  “trying to change an 
organisation by imposing a model developed elsewhere,” and influencing change “as a direct 
result of force exerted from one person to another,” or as a result of compliance “processes laid 
on to people” and their organisation structures.  Little (2003:1) notes that 
References to compliance and governance are often conceptualised negatively, namely ‘restricting 
behaviour to meet legal…standards’.  Less attention is paid to the benefits that may flow to an 
organisation from a culture of good governance… 
Heroic leadership (Kotter, 1999), and regulatory governance (Mitroff and Alpasan, 2003), are 
frequently identified with restrictive governance strategies (Little, 2003) that tend not to support 
individual capacity building, and certainly do not auger well for ‘management jazz’. 
Chapter 0.2.doc 
Being the Person My Dog Knows I Am 
This paper, underpinned by a framework of foundational alliances amongst autopoietic, self-
organising, principles of creativity/innovation and leadership/governance, argues that open forms 
of creativity in ‘arts’ (such as jazz) provide opportunity for significant impact upon concepts of 
development, leadership, governance and risk.  The alliance of creativity and governance 
suggests that by examining various ontogenies and understandings of the opportunity for 
experiences of artistry, the reader may perceive new understandings of alliance, application and 
assessment of such experiences.  This critical understanding and reflection would include 
assessing whether such experience supports people changing their aspirations as they become 
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what they want to be, and be next – e.g. becoming the person each one’s pet dog already senses 
one is, even as one changes.  
A critical understanding of the alliance suggests that different applications of the creative 
capacity of the ‘arts’ offers relevance in alleged ‘non-creative’ areas of academe, and particularly 
in areas of management, leadership and governance. This concept of alliance offers the 
possibility of new staff development programs that facilitate learning and building of individual 
knowledge, as well as facilitate congruent development process and policy, particularly within 
academic organisational structures. 
Such consideration includes the implications for individual and institutional assessments of 
training, development, and performance programs.  Such programs may be designed to facilitate 
innovation, individual self-actualisation, and self-discipline, as well as solo and consensually 
coupled group production, investment, and resourcing of creativity-supportive environments.  
Assessments of such facilitation need to recognise and reflect the paradox of internal and 
external supervision, and the paradox of supervision and ‘intrinsic’ motivation (Prichard, 2002; 
Kavanagh, O’Brien, Linnane, 2002; Mumford, Scott, Gaddis, Strange, 2002), so that we enhance 
the quality of leader/manager/participant assessment and decision-making in ‘management jazz’ 
processes.   
Finally, within the deliberations of this paper, the intent is to recognise, like the pet dog, such 
assessment as the embodiment of becoming what we want to be, as aspiration, rather than as a 
measured descriptor of our behaviours (Sinha, Parry, Jackson, 2003; Kerr-Edwards, 1994; 
Maturana and Varela, 1987.)  To do so, one must begin with an understanding of the biological 
theory of autopoiesis. 
 
 
Chapter 0.3.doc 
The Theory of the Autonomous Biological Human Organism and Human Innovation 
The theory of autopoiesis and the biology of human organisms is an essential element in 
understanding the creative and risk managed actions of human beings.  Aspiration, dynamism, 
creativity and governance are all part and parcel of the meaning of being human, in the domains 
we occupy in the universe.  In fact, we live in a very interesting universe, not a dull one. Within 
that universe we have biological systems and physical systems.  In physics, we have that 
wonderful principle called the Second Law of Thermodynamics, stating that thermo dynamic 
systems “become simpler as time passes; all of the interesting structure gets ‘smeared out’ and 
disappears” (Pratchett, Stewart, Cohen, 2002: 56-57).  Physics, in general, assumes a fixed 
context.  In biology, however, one cannot assume simplicity, because innovation in biology 
happens as rapidly as possible (Kaufmann, 1993).   
In biology, living organisms can “theoretically, with the same DNA code, make totally different 
organisms” (Pratchett, et al., 2002: 56).  As organisms evolve they often become more 
complicated.  In complexity theory “each entities [sic] action helps determine future actions and 
depends on previous actions, and changes the rules for ‘itself’ as ‘it’ goes” (Jantsch, 1980: 184-
185).  Complexity theorist Kaufmann (1993) suggests that biological systems are more creative 
than physical ones: the organisation of matter within living creatures is of a different qualitative 
nature from the organisation we find in inorganic matter. Maturana and Varela (1987: 146-147) 
refer to the difference as “movement,” understood as one “aspect of behavior.”  And to 
understand ‘movement’ further, Pratchett, et al. (2002: 55) state that “if the colours and patterns 
on an insect change a bit, all that we’re seeing is the exploration of new regions of a fairly well-
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defined ‘insect-space’.  But when an entirely new trick, wings, appears, even the [insect] space 
seems to have changed”  –  with flight, the space of being is potentially much bigger. 
For human organisms, the new trick was capacity for social interaction and communication, 
which “made a huge, qualitative change to the evolution of the brain and its ability to house a 
mind.…[That capacity] accelerated the evolutionary process, because the transfer of ideas 
happens much faster than the transfer of genes” (Pratchett, et al., 2002: 23).  Jantsch (1980), 
Maturana and Varela (1987), Wheatley (1992), and Ricoeur (1992) all put forward the concept of 
human organisms as intense communicators who are creating a deep congruence with others in 
participative organisational structures.  Maturana and Varela (1987: 196-199) suggest that such 
communicative creation is innovative and, significantly, “it is very difficult to capture the 
phenomenon of innovation in a mathematical model…because the whole point about innovation 
is that it opens up new possibilities that were not previously envisaged” (Pratchett, et al., 2002: 
55).  We might describe such an expanded space as “a region…that was sitting there waiting, but 
was not occupied by organisms” (Pratchett, et al., 2002: 55) either because we hadn’t genetically 
changed or because we hadn’t exchanged ideas about these adjacent possibilities.  Varella 
referred to this as a “cleavage in boundaried space” (Maturana and Varela, 1987: 44).   
Significantly, while we cannot  
pre-state a space of all possible organisms, ….we can describe the space of the adjacent possible, 
[and call it] the local…space….[In other words, what we do] is a tiny proportion of all the things 
we each could have done….Innovation then becomes the process of expanding into the adjacent 
possible (Pratchett, et al., 2002: 48, 56).   
Kaufmann (1993), makes this idea even more exciting and controversial when he 
suggests that there may be general laws that govern this expansion into the ‘adjacent possible’, 
by ‘autonomous agents’.  The innovation model may be that the human creates and innovates 
within both constraint and opportunity.  For example, as Jantsch (1980), Prigogine and Stengers 
(1986), Maturana and Varela (1987), and Wheatley (1992) stress, regarding dissipative entities, 
such a biological autonomous agent can “carry out a work cycle, return to itself and its original 
state, and be ready to do the same again” (Pratchett, et al., 2002: 57), and even in a more 
complicated cycle. 
Reflected in Kaufmann’s (1993) possible governing ‘general laws’, biology may legitimate 
constraints, governance and leadership for what they are – acts, perhaps courageous ones, and 
certainly biological ones, in which we step forward and live, choose, and act based on what kind 
of character and with what qualities we each are willing to exert, from our ontogenic structure, as 
our ‘self’ in relationships.  Such acts include life where we “do not presuppose the individualistic 
view that the benefit of one individual requires the detriment of another” (Maturana and Varela, 
1987: 197). 
Stacey (1996: 97), in applying complexity/equilibrium/dissipative systems theory to acts, 
such as governance and management practices, argues that there are strong distinctions between 
‘rationality’ and ‘creativity’.  He suggests applicability of rationality only when management has 
a system in equilibrium (a constant balance) – what Stacey (1996: 97) calls “ordinary 
management,” as opposed to the absolute necessity of creativity/chaos in “extraordinary 
management.”  Stacey (1996: 97) also states that “human organizations…must operate in ‘chaos’ 
if they are to be continually creative.”  In apposition, Rosenhead (2004: 7; 1989) notes, 
For [Stacey] rationality is fine, and necessary, for handling routine business, but is just not up to the 
job of sense-making in poorly structured situations….There is, however, evidence to support the 
common-sense observation that in practice rationality and creativity are not kept in such tidy 
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compartments.  Shallice (1996) has demonstrated that dealing with novel situations involves 
complex cognitive processes which have many rational elements.  
Expanding upon Rosenhead’s comments, recall Ibarra’s (2003) view of change as a process of 
evaluating alternatives based on criteria that changes as we do.  Her concept offers a response to 
Rosenhead’s concern that “the role for analysis [as prescribed by Stacey] in extraordinary 
management is extraordinarily limited” (Rosenhead, 2004: 7).  Ibarra’s concepts reside both 
within chaos-as-order (Prigogine and Stengers, 1986), and within philosophical differentiations 
of rationality as found in Aristotle’s and Kant’s “practical reason” (Angeles, 1981: 235-240).  
Ibarra’s commentary, as response, therefore, strongly negates an ‘either…or’ (Stacey-like) 
conceptualisation of the meaning of ‘management jazz’.    
Whether we can, in this paper, agree to ‘management jazz’ as an appropriate metaphor 
(Morgan, 1986) or as a possible framework for informing participative innovation and negotiated 
governance practice in organisational structures will be explored in the following sections, titled: 
 Autopoietic Governance and Diversity 
 Alliances and Perspectives 
 What is Meant by Creativity and Innovation? 
 Mis-Metaphors: Animal, Mineral, Vegetable, or the Family Savoury Pie (Why Diversity is 
not a Problematic) 
 What is Compliance? 
 Trust and Standards 
 The Alliance – Creativity and Governance 
 
Chapter 0.4.doc 
Autopoietic Governance and Diversity 
To better understand the autopoietic/biological relevance of governance and risk, an 
ontogenic review of the theory and its applicability are necessary (Kerr, 2004).   Maturana and 
Varela (1987: 197, 217) state that biologically we, 
 Are autonomous organisms 
 Are in domains of social interactions 
 Communicate 
 Create social structures 
 Are components of social structures 
 Change structures through the act of choice 
 Choose within relevant possibilities 
 Have possibilities presented as perturbations 
 Have conditions of possibility  
 Choose our own actions based on our individual structural history 
 Are accountable to self, and to others through relationship 
 Are always already in relationship 
 Are not geared to competition 
 Are geared to conservation of adaptation 
 Have differences/diversity 
 Differ as a function of the conservation of different preferences in the modes of life.   
Maturana and Varela (1987: 95-96) also note that “the perturbations of the environment 
[domain] do not determine what happens to the living being; rather, it is the structure of the 
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living being that determines what change occurs in it”.   In deed, changing conduct is not a matter 
of  
taking in or receiving something from the environment.  [Such taking in] presupposes that the 
nervous system functions with representation…[and the] nervous system does not operate with a 
representation of an independent world (Maturana and Varela, 1987: 172, 208).    
To fully understand the meanings and implications of the biological nervous system upon 
our perceptions of our engagement in creating our world, let us consider our neurobiological 
processes more fully.  Defining ‘reality’ is a critical aspect in that understanding.  For example, 
the “Drawing Hands” by M. C. Escher is a sketch of only two hands, each drawing the other 
hand, simultaneously, thus leading Maturana and Varela (1987: 24) to ask “Which is the ‘real’ hand”?   
Another example of this issue of ‘reality’ is reflected in the process of seeing colour.  
Biologically,  
the color of the objects we see is…[not] determined by the features of the light we receive from 
objects. Rather, we must concentrate on understanding that the experience of a color corresponds to 
a specific pattern of states of activity in the nervous system which its structure determines 
(Maturana and Varela, 1987: 22). 
Thus, creative ‘reality’ is a function of acting within biological conditions of possibility 
and perceptions of adjacent possibility.    Maturana and Varela (1987: 22-23) state: 
We correlate our naming of colors with states of neuronal activity,…not with wave lengths.  What 
states of neuronal activity are triggered by the different perturbations is determined in each person 
by his or her individual structure and not by the features of the perturbing agent…[and this ] is 
valid for all the dimensions of [all]  perceptual modality….We cannot separate our history of 
actions – biological and social – from how this world appears to us.  
Triggers from diverse perturbations lead to considering Mumford et al.’s (2002: 728) 
research which suggests diversity is critical.  In recognising diversity we each recognise that is 
the only way we might even get a glimpse of what is going on in the space of adjacent 
possibilities – e.g. from the perturbations of other diverse perspectives.  Diversity means each of 
us sees something the rest of us can’t see.  Inclusion of and openness to the diversity is critical 
for alliances and consensually coupled relationships (Maturana and Varela: 1987; Griffin: 2002). 
Chapter 0.5.doc 
Alliances and Perspectives 
To experience creativity is to experience both constraint/accountability, and 
creativity/innovation, in actions and narratives, not just by and with self, but also as encouraged 
by managers and leaders in consensually coupled relationships. To further study these interfaces 
requires both exploration of current epistemologies, ontologies, academic practices and 
methodologies, and decisions as to whether we should “merely re-inscribe existing categorical 
distinctions rather than illuminate or modify them” (Kavanagh, et al., 2002: 277).  In considering 
the interface and interpreting the discourse, we also should take care to not invest in a 
“division…invested with a particular set of prescribed roles and power asymmetries that may not 
always be worth perpetuating” (Kavanagh et al., 2002: 277).    
The identity and topology of ‘creativity’ and creative self has found many voices 
(Prichard, 2002; Strenberg, O’Hara, and Lubart 1997; Amabile, 1997; Amabile, Conti, Coon, 
Lazenby, Herron, 1996; Gryskiewicz, 1999; Kao, 1989; Csikszentmihalyi, 1990).  Some of the 
voices of theory include:  
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humanist underpinnings with creativity as a universal attribute [or] “creativity [as] attributed to a 
psycho-dynamic subject (Oremland, 1997) where creative impulses are an outpouring of an 
unconscious process,….[or] a behavioural response to rewards and conditioning,….[or] an effect of 
broader power relations and structures (Gardner, 1993), [or] a normal part of the life of the 
psychologically healthy individual,….[or as the] analysis…constituted via [a] normalizing 
discourse (Prichard, 2002: 270).    
Each perspective above reflects only one aspect of creative action.  Indeed, Foucault 
(1977:199) would describe such ‘normalizing’ discourse as a “play of prescriptions that 
designates its exclusions and choices.”  One may then well ask, what might be an ‘inclusive’ 
understanding of creativity, while still acknowledging choice and designated selection, and what 
is meant when we refer to ‘creativity’ and innovation? 
Chapter 0.6.doc 
What is Meant by Creativity and Innovation? 
Ford (2000: 1), in critiquing Drazen, Glynn, and Kazanjian’s 1999 multilevel model of 
creativity, states that, as the literature develops, the first critical issue that needs to be considered 
is the “definition of creativity.”  
Creativity has been defined as “the generation of new ideas”, and innovation as “the translation 
of these ideas into action” (Mumford & Gustafson, 1988: 705).  Innovation is also defined 
(MacKenzie 2001; Carnegie and Butlin, 1993) as positive change resulting in new processes, 
services or products.  Amabile (1997) defines creativity as a subjective assessment of the 
creative product’s value. Csikszentmihaly (1988) bases his understanding of the ‘act’ only in 
context, socially and historically, in which the creativity is carried out.  As Ford (2000) notes, 
such a systems theorists’ position argues that to define people or processes as ‘creative’ is 
pointless because one must ultimately refer to the act’s outcome. 
In such metaphors, entrepreneurs are often referred to as those who exploit innovation 
and it is also suggested that “entrepreneurship is the link between invention, innovation and 
success” (Douglas 2001).  Amabile (1990; 1997), Csikszentmihaly (1988), and Drazen et al. 
(1999) note that a focus on success and value of the outcome, as a public assessment of 
creativity, makes creativity research and methodology much easier. 
The paradox of all these creativity metaphors is all too often a focus on creativity as 
‘either…or’ metaphors.  Examples of an ‘either…or’ lexicon of the questions explored might 
read thus: 
Is creativity a creativity of rebellion, unconventionality and the challenge to authority, 
or…?  
Can ‘creativity’ be re-routed toward manageability and economic 
objectives…prediction of success and calculation of risk, or…?  
Are new ideas like investments, or…?   
Are creative humans self-maximising subjects seeking to produce ideas cheaply and 
sell them for a high return, or…?   
Is the discourse within innovation and management only about financial objectives, 
or…?   
Ford (2000: 2) suggests “it is more useful to recast these ‘empirical facts’ within a more 
holistic description of individual thought and action.”  In this paper preference is for a 
simultaneous paradoxical question reflecting a ‘both…and’ metaphor underpinned by biology.  
To whit, can creativity and innovation, 
 be both bizarre/destructive and constructive,  
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 be both ontological and phenomenological,  
as well as, paradoxically and simultaneously,  
 be both autonomous and socially appropriate and be oriented toward personal 
objectives and objectives relevant to the participative based structures we call, 
for example, academic institutions and academic life? 
To understand such relevant and simultaneous paradox, we might ask if artists have 
always sought to be creative and innovative, and done so within constraint?  Byrd and Brown 
(2003: 101) suggest that “innovation is the ability to create and take risks.”  When, why, how did 
creativity ‘become’ Amabile’s (1990: 65, 83) “creative product or response…to the extent that 
appropriate observers independently agree it is creative…and, in a particular domain, test for 
whether the product…will be appropriate, useful or correct?” An answer can be sought from the 
other side of the paradoxical tension, where the governance/risk metaphor suggests that: creative 
action both challenges convention and supports it (Prichard, 2002; Eco, 1989).   
The essence of the paradox resides in understandings of whom and in what relationships 
the paradox resides, whose ‘values’ one is considering, for and from whom creative emergence is 
said to be generated, and whether such ‘emergence’ is, or is not, thought to be stimulated by 
specific ‘climates’ external to the creator. Scott and Bruce (1994: 602) provided significant 
research indicating that “the role of climate as a mediator [of innovation] may be overstated in 
the literature.”   Wheatley asks (2004), “how else then might we [each and] together liberate 
ourselves when we want to contribute” to participative innovative endeavours?  
This author additionally asks: how do we generate and retain “dynamism,” that utterly 
human skill of releasing “disciplined energy” expressed as “joy, invigoration, robustness, 
cogency and potency” (Pace, 2002: 3,12)?  The contention in both questions is that the instance 
when creative action is removed from the biological entity, and embodied elsewhere (as in 
structural institutions), then the metaphor of creativity is radically mis-represented – that is 
badly, wrongly, – again – from before in time, place or rank – introduced, given, offered for 
consideration- in the lexicon of a verb transitive.   
As Twyla Tharp (2003: 94) says, 
The first steps of a creative act are like groping in the dark: random and chaotic, feverish and 
fearful, a lot of busy-ness with no apparent or definable end in sight.  There is nothing yet to 
research….You can’t just dance or paint or write [or design]…these are just verbs.  You need a 
tangible idea to get you going.  The idea is what turns the verb into a noun. 
Chapter 0.7.doc 
Mis -Metaphors: Animal, Mineral, Vegetable or the Family Savoury Pie – Why Diversity is 
not a Problematic 
 As part of potential mis-representation, creativity-of-ideas research has thus far focused 
on typology and behaviour, measured or assessed somewhere along a creativity/innovation 
process continuum. Harrington (in Runco and Albert, 1990: 146) made the distinction of “a 
dimension that stretches from private creativity at one end to social creativity at the other”.  As 
another model, Unsworth (2001), and Mumford and Gustafson (1988), go on to label such 
creative actions as a set of processes, labelled by Unsworth (2001:1), behaviourally, as four 
creativity types, which are called “responsive, …expected, …contributory,…or proactive,” and 
which are then measured by other theorists on the basis of “frequency, rewards or judgements” 
(Mumford and Gustafson, 1988: 27-28).  These ‘bases’ refer to how often one produces 
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something (frequency), how much one is ‘rewarded’ for doing something creative or innovative, 
or whether others judge the creative innovation to be worthwhile or useful (judgements). 
In clarifying these understandings of creativity, Unsworth (2001: 2) rejects notions of 
creativity as a unitary construct, and suggests that defining creativity as “the production of novel 
ideas that are useful and appropriate to the situation” implies a “singular entity.”  Creativity for 
Unsworth (2001: 2) is not a singular entity and is about “types that are fundamentally different 
from each other.”  Unsworth also critiques “typology of creativity based upon the outcome of the 
creative process…focus[ing] upon the end product.”  Studying and researching creativity at “the 
end of the process”, or by using predictive, or explanatory models such as with Ford (1996; 
2000), says Unsworth (2001: 2), does not “enable prospective analysis…based on initial 
engagement.”  The question of creativity is then better focused on “Why do people engage in 
creative activity,…and what is the initial state of the trigger” (Unsworth, 2001: 2)?   
Further understandings of creativity must therefore include understandings of self-choice, 
consensual coupling (Maturana and Varela 1987) and participative choice (Griffin, 2002) in any 
matrix that explains or ‘measures’ human creativity.  As Mumford and Gustafson (1988: 27) do 
note, “a consensual understanding of creativity has been slow to emerge…[because different 
definitions] may be traced to the tendency of investigators to focus on different…aspects of the 
creative process rather than on creative behaviour per se.”  
Creativity as a multivariate phenomenon sits comfortably with the thinking, for example, of 
Umberto Eco (1989), and, for different reasons, sits comfortably with the assumptions of 
Mumford and Gustafson (1988), and others (for example, see Harmon, 1963; Harrington, Block 
and Block, 1963; Hall & MacKinnon, 1969), which is that we are “concerned with the prediction 
of creative potential” (Mumford and Gustafson, 1988: 38).   This paper suggests we do so 
because we operate in a metaphor where creativity and subsequent action as innovation and 
entrepreneurialism “have come to be seen as a) “something new that is useful” (Sinha et al., 2003 
: 1), and b) “as a key goal of many organizations and a potentially powerful influence on 
organizational performance” (Mumford et al. 2002: 1).   
Such contributions to understanding human creativity may reflect analytic over-
dependence, or modernist utilitarian views (Sinha et al., 2003: 2), or may reflect misuse of the 
metaphors of ‘organizations’ (Kerr, 2004), particularly when leaders, acting as arbiters of value, 
usurp assessments of creativity for personal control and success.  As a corrective, the critical 
need is to recognize and consider any leader’s subjectivity (Sinha et al., 2003).  Issues of 
“authority and jurisdiction” over the generation of ‘creativity’ or the implementation of 
innovation “requires recognition of both informal and formal leaders,” and of possibilities that 
might be missed if the definition of a ‘leader’ is limited (Sinha et al., 2003: 3).   
It is also critical to recognize autopoietic humans as engaging in creativity and innovation 
regardless of ‘its’ utilitarian value for others.  Creators, recipients, leaders and managers make 
meaning from very different perspectives, and both research on and facilitation by 
developmental programs for these participants must orient to include the multiple realities.  As 
Sinha et al. (2003: 3) note: 
 Creativity is defined as the process of engagement in creative act, regardless of whether the 
resultant outcomes are novel, useful, or creative…this is an issue of how individuals engage in 
sense-making in organizations. 
Ford (2000: 2) concurs through his non-functionalist theory and his model’s efforts to advance a 
sense-making perspective on ‘organisational’ creativity.  He proposes viewing sense-making as a 
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co-evolution of both process and content.  In other words, we make sense of something and 
understand that ‘sense’ of something at the same time, rather than in a linear, first this-than that, 
manner.  Issues of perceived worth, as sense-making, can then be discussed as multiple realities, 
and as a diversity of worthy ideas. Ford (2000: 2) can “easily imagine other voices,” and Tisdell 
(1999: 1) notes, regarding diversity,  
1. Diversity is a “driving force in increasing the stock of knowledge”, and  
2. “Structural adjustment policies and globalization seem to be adding to …uniformity” 
Both points place even greater importance on diversity and sense-making while  
facilitating creative learning.  Tinkering with structure to find the perfect ‘form’ (read restrictive 
or regulatory policy), negates both the flexibility Tisdell (1999) recommends, Little’s (2003) 
standards, and the simple rules approach of Wheatley (1992).  
In fact, Tisdell (1999: 3) stresses a view where “differences…may not be 
inefficient…[but rather] exist as a result of the innovative process.” Tisdell’s “fruitful finds” 
(1999:3) require “searching in different spots or directions” and amongst a variety of searchers 
and organisational structures.  It is on this basis that he and others (Baumol 1959; Richardson 
1960) recommend continuous variety and varying degrees of flexibility, particularly of 
structures, to meet varying circumstances, depending on where Pratchett et al’s. (2002) ‘adjacent 
possibilities’ are opened up by creativity and innovation. Such is the case says Tisdell (1999), 
especially for the benefit of diversity and economic survival of the academic industry, not just 
the individual academic organisational structure. 
Issues of loss of diversity move our considerations to potentially revised perspectives and 
understandings of compliance, risk and governance.  Gryskiewicz (1999) explores the concept of 
“positive turbulence” that enhances creativity, Palus and Horth (2002: 6) refer to the “aesthetics 
of imperfection,” and Umberto Eco (1989: 64-65) proposes the concept of “controlled disorder.” 
For something to be valuable art, for Eco, requires the art to “produce controlled disorder.”   
For Eco, (1989: 64-65) in particular, the ‘work’ of art is one of ‘open works’ which provide a 
great variety of potential meanings, and present the participant “with a field of possibilities and 
leaves it in large part to him or her to decide what approach to take,” discussed earlier as 
‘adjacent possibilities’.  Eco (1989: 66) conceptualises this as “filter[ing, which is] selection and 
therefore order, and therefore meaning.” 
Understanding the constraints of possibility is also essential.  For example, for Eco, the 
work of art, while an unchanging entity, is created in a material medium that has constraints, 
which is of significance in the hermeneutic relationship with the work, the creator, and the 
viewer.  Eco (1989: xii-xiii, 39-43) felt that the open interpretation is not ‘free’.  There is, he 
says, a ‘formative intention’ in the art work, directing/perturbing the audience response. The 
‘formative intention’ is something we might call governance.   
Governance and compliance then may be understood as action from the same negotiated intent 
(Eco, 1989: xii), and are therefore neither about leadership control nor regulation about how to 
act.  Leadership and governance are, rather, based on diversity and autonomy within a few 
boundaried and simple rules.  Wheatley (2004) recommends three: “take care of yourself, take 
care of the others, take care of this place.”  What ‘take care’ means will come from the 
participants creating the structurally coupled organisation, where one is “’altruistically’ selfish 
and ‘selfishly’ altruistic” (Maturana and Varela, 1987: 197). 
A policy or staff development process, based on such simple rules, might best assess others’ 
actions based on whether or not each and every autonomous actor is also developing others.  If 
not, says Wheatley (2004), “that ‘leader’ is “out of here!” 
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Chapter 0.8.doc 
What is Compliance? Governance and Compliance as an Enabler 
Within business literature, compliance and accountability have become notable issues. 
Let us consider Little’s (2003: 1) reflection upon “increasing proactive roles in improving 
governance standards.”  He notes that entities with good governance will be rewarded with 
greater interest from others, and with corresponding improvement in the value of the myriad 
entities creating an academic institution, for example.   
Little (2003: 1) argues that “compliance, embodied by a well-managed and adequately 
resourced…governance system, is a…enabler offering positive benefits to business and other 
organisations.”  Such benefits, he argues, suggest  
an [entity] may obtain value…, develop a better culture, prolong its life and maintain its reputation, 
and may avoid or reduce negative effects of litigation and regulatory intervention.…Governance 
standards reinforc[e] the need to take a holistic approach to governance, embedding 
the…governance system in the culture of an organisation  (Little, 2003:  1).   
As autopoietic structural coupling, Little’s holistic embedding may provide both benefit to the 
autonomous being and enhance relationship possibilities and participative actions.  These in turn 
may provide opportunity for both “incremental and radical innovation” in Universities, 
beginning with “scaffold innovation” of the institutional structure (Kotelnikov, 2004: 1).  Such 
innovation then could support shared and negotiated responsibility, a form of accountability not 
limited to answering to other’s expectations, and congruent with autopoietic theory. 
  Little (2003) also argues that consensual (to consent, not consensus) governance and 
compliance, as appropriate principles of constraint, assist creativity and improve the value of the 
governing entity, be it an individual or an institution.  He also notes that loss of trust requires 
more energy, action and narrative to regenerate trust, gain back participation and sustain 
conservation of identity adaptation. 
In the realm of risk management the key questions from stakeholders are: “What have 
you done to avoid disasters?” and “Why didn’t you do anything?”  The essence here is in the 
‘action’.  Humans “actually thrive…because of our ability to take risks and break the rules, 
changing strategies in seconds, rather than generations” (Byrd and Brown, 2003: 3).  On that 
basis, biological implication reflects the need to take note of perturbations and then decide 
whether or not to act.  Critically reflecting upon meanings of ‘disaster’ and ‘change’, these 
stakeholder questions are highly relevant to the states of perturbation found in autopoiesis. 
Biologically, the autonomous entity considers such stakeholders’ perturbations and risk 
opportunities and makes sense of them based on four biological domains.: 
a. Domain of changes of state: viz., all those structural changes that a unity can undergo without a 
change in its organization, i.e., with conservation of class identity,… 
b. Domain of destructive changes: all those structural changes that a unity can undergo with loss of 
organization and therefore with loss of class identity 
c. Domain of perturbations: all those interactions that trigger changes of state 
d. Domain of destructive interactions:  all those perturbations that result in a destructive change   
(Maturana and Varela, 1987: 97-98). 
These biological domains reflect our choices of what is ‘healthy’ for each of us. The patterns of 
adjacent possibilities are different in each domain and for each autonomous agent. Thus, one’s 
ontogenic history of choices leads to personal governance/risk evaluation systems, which are 
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then “regarded with greater interest from other participants in a domain” (Little, 2003: 1).  Ford 
(2000; 1996: 316) suggests these domains are then understood and navigated through “contrived 
mental dialogues between [the entity] and other contextually [and biologically] relevant (…real 
or imagined) individuals or groups.”  
Ford (2000) however reflects the psychological perspective of external motivation  driven 
by the domain’s perturbations, externally motivating a ‘him’ or ‘her’ to please others.  
Biologically, the individual chooses internally based on internal structure and desire to remain in 
a domain of conservation of identity adaptation.  This is supported by Amabile’s (in Runco and 
Albert, 1990: 70) research, finding positive correlation between internal motivation and 
creativity, and negative correlation between external motivation and creativity. 
By an internally motivated autopoietic process, the human entity later finds a 
corresponding external increase in the value of his/her individual pre-owned sense of worth and 
personal sustainability.  This is particularly found in institutional structures such as academe, 
where shared and negotiated responsibilities have been and are essential.  Such a case, for 
negotiated responsibility rather than external motivation, is made in academe based on 
knowledge and habits of traditional collegiality and on the current impact of change 
perturbations such as globalisation and knowledge economies, even as we see these perturbations 
transforming into disassociative and non-equilibrium structures regionally.  As Cohen and 
Levinthal (1990) and Ballantyne and Packer (1996) suggest, “prior related knowledge confers an 
ability [as possibility] to recognize the value of [something] new” (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990: 
1), even within oneself. 
We might say that when we participatively create and individually support good 
consensual governance structures and critically reflected constraints, we then perceive a reward 
of more interest (more perturbations) that we decide sustain our preference, among four 
autopoietic domains, for item a. (conservation of identity) described previously.  We each then 
action the perception of a perturbation, not as a collective with others, and not, at least initially, 
by following a cult leader or a ‘Big Man’.  Nor do we necessarily do so while failing to observe 
the motivations of others.  Rather, the action is taken as ethical (appropriate), and participative 
(Griffin, 2002), on our part.  Whether we trust others to do likewise reflects the potential for an 
autopoietic domain of destructive interactions. 
Little (2003: 4) notes that lack of commitment and non-compliance means facing “risks 
including loss of reputation, suspension,…financial cost,…disruption of action,…and in extreme 
cases, termination of business.”  Such a consequence directly reflects the autopoietic domain of 
destructive interaction and change. 
In support of these observations of autopoietic domains of sometimes disastrous 
perturbations, Griskiewicz (1999: 89) notes that with consensually coupled domains, which he 
calls ‘mergers’, “a change has been initiated through which these [entities] with different 
perspectives, strengths, and histories – now have influence on each other.”  As another example, 
within the concept of ‘insurance’ structures, action beyond balance sheet concepts is critical.  
Risk management actions, as part of the autopoietic desire to conserve identity adaptation, 
provide the living entity with “the ability to demonstrate its knowledge of, and control over 
operational risks,…minimise…cost and ensure availability of [resources and resource protection, 
aka] insurance coverage” (Little 2003: 4). 
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Chapter 0.9.doc 
Trust and Standards 
Recollecting the jazz/orchestra metaphor, the concept of trust exemplifies a foundational 
principle in both the creative industries and in leadership and governance.  Little (2003: 2) notes 
that “as trust is destroyed an organisation’s costs increase.”  Dyer and Chu (2003),  Little (2003), 
Collins and Amabile (1999), and Gerrard (2003) all refer to the relationship between trust, 
improved performance, and better decision-making, permitting leaders to be “more successful 
risk takers” (Little, 2003: 1).  
The leadership question is: do you have faith that other people are as intelligent or creative as 
you?  In organisational structures, as the risk in the creating goes up, what happens?  Does the 
decision-making move up the food chain and centralise?  Does command and control take over?  
Do we trust others, do we communicate, do we listen, do we participate or do we observe the 
protocol of ‘group think’?  In other words, as Wheatley (2004) commented regarding immediate 
responses to the ‘9/11 crisis’, high risk can’t only rely on procedure. High risk means relying 
with trust on intelligence and the commitment from/with each autonomous person’s intelligence, 
to know the ‘right’ thing to do, as their choice.  To have that means a dynamic engaging (without 
attaching) of every person in the overall endeavour, as their choice, in a thick description of 
densely related and complex networks of communicative relationships and actions.   
The choice to manage risk by the self, for the self, autopoietically, also reflects shared 
and negotiated responsibility.  If we each perturb the people in our participant based structures to 
consider risk management and negotiated compliance, a number of benefits and advantages 
become adjacent possibilities available for all.  These might include reduction of externally 
imposed regulatory action, or minimising of liability, ensuring continuity, no allegations of 
criminal intention or recklessness, increased employee wellness and job satisfaction, reduced 
threat of workplace safety issues, and reduced ‘product’ failures or calamities.   
Thus Griffin’s (2002) call for participative based, day-to-day, non-collective, ethics, 
suggests a significant basis for consideration of ‘constraint’ as is found in artistic creativity 
principles.  Regardless of whether the constraint is from the person, the medium in which the art 
action is engaged (wood, paint, music, dance, writing), or the environmental domain of value, 
reputation, resources, and stakeholder interest, the definitions and actions of the external domain 
of perturbations (such as concepts of control, evaluation of worth, and actions such as cost 
cutting, disruptions and termination) can, like the wolf, be held off at the door.   
Agreed upon ‘standards’ as a concept unity, much like shared and negotiated 
responsibility, has more appeal than regulatory legislation (Little, 2003).   And if regulatory 
legislation does come along, as in the Australian University Quality Assessment (AUQA) 
regime, the negotiated responsibility for the structural domain of the University could provide 
evidential responses of the ‘presence of’ and ‘engagement in’ quality standards of governance 
and risk management concepts and practices (without group think or non-critical  collective 
behaviour).  
Chapter 1.0.doc 
The Alliance: Creativity & Governance – Whither Do They Go Together? 
Relationships amongst the multiple realities of humans in our organizational structures 
are critical to determining how we treat one another, how we self-critic and self-renew, and how 
we lead and foster the ‘creativity’ in ourselves and in the possibilities we offer to others to foster 
creativity within our institutional structures.  The paradox of creativity and risk offers new 
understandings of that interaction and narrative creation. 
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The creation of social structures, autopoietic consensual coupling, and structural support 
of creative people, innovators and entrepreneurs suggest a new “play of stories.” These stories 
are created by the actions and narratives of the participants, and supported by agreed strategies, 
albeit created by leaders, managers and participant-creators as product and producer.  The stories 
can be and are changed, based on a biological gearing to “conservation of adaptation,” “domains 
of changes of state” and “domains of perturbations” (Maturana and Varela, 1987: 98-99).  In 
essence we self-creating humans act to conserve our identity adaptation and thus not necessarily 
recognize nor act upon perturbations that may result in our destructive change. We are not 
inclined to be other than what we both want and are hard-wired to be, and yet we are inclined to 
change (Jantsch, 1980: 9-11).  
The underpinning theories and philosophies suggest, organisationally, we each need, 
within our academic structures, to provide/create  
 - ‘open space’ for creativity and innovation,  
 - accessible and transparent communicative paths,  
 - structures that enhance dissemination of information about the activities of the participants,  
 - adequate resources,  
 - ‘good’ management,  
 - encouragement of practices that support linkage,   
 - secure/safe alignment of negotiated values and ethics, engaged in and agreed upon as simple 
rules and actions,  
in order to create structures in which we can each action the ability to be readily and easily 
flexible and risk-managed.  Such accountability in an adaptive workforce provides us with 
institutional structures that can change.  We in, and as makers of, the institution can then be 
comfortable with diversity and multiple stories. 
Interestingly and curiously, Mumford et al. (2002: 725-728) would agree with these 
provisions as hypotheses. Yet, within his metaphors, he would commend us as leaders/facilitators 
of learning/developers of staff, to  
Shape creativity…impose…and induce structure dimensions such as objectives and task 
orientation…use influence tactics…and control output expectations [by] a range of 
‘rewards’…including time… space… and professional recognition, as well as…encourage self-
assessment of progress on projects…to enhance innovation while inducing requisite direction…and 
not punish people who have made adequate progress….Mechanisms [that] appear especially useful 
are: output expectations and feedback, project structure, …diversity…and contact. 
Mumford, et al.’s (2002: 705) ‘force exerted’ metaphors lead to their story’s title, which 
reads in part, “orchestrating expertise and relationships.”  Alternatively, amongst the available 
stories, is one being created as a developmental program called “Management Jazz: With Strings 
Attached.” ©  This program for academic development is being created via a collaboration 
amongst a Creative Industries faculty and a University-based staff development advisor at 
Queensland University of Technology, Australia.  The strategy for this academic development 
program asks: 
What is it to lead innovation and enhancement in an age of compliance and audit?  This workshop 
examines how artists have managed the tensions between freedom and constraint to revolutionize 
what is known as the “art of management.”  The workshop begins with the playwright Chekhov’s 
advice to a budding writer: “Take your blue book and tear it in half.  Begin there!”  and ends with a 
practical agenda for heightening creativity and innovation, within the academic workplace 
(Haseman, 2004). 
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The ‘agenda’ is based on the ‘habits’ of Twyla Tharp (2003: 12), the renowned dancer 
and choreographer, who states that: 
In the end there is no ideal condition for creativity.  What works for one person is useless for 
another.  The only criterion is this: Make it easy on yourself.  Find a working environment where 
the prospect of wrestling with your muse doesn’t scare you…[The working environment you 
create] should make you want to be there. 
Thus creativity/innovation should not be perceived as problems or issues of “personal 
growth” or “esteem” for example, (Prichard 2002: 271), as is suggested by Maslow (1954). Nor 
is creativity and innovation an ontogenic history of “domination or exploitation” (Prichard, 2002: 
271). “Identity is…a ‘product” (Prichard, 2002: 271), not made by others and not to be laid upon 
the individual.  Indeed, what Prichard (2002: 271) worries, is that the  
emphasis is on the politics of the discursive formation around  ‘creativity’…. a wider set of 
prescriptions operating in a number of fields that become an individualized set of practices by 
which managers and workers generally work on [others] (Rose & Miller, 1990: Rose, 1996).  
Rather than regard creativity as spontaneous, …rebellious and chaotic, ‘creativity’ is configured as 
sets of individualised performable dispositions (Townley, 1994; 1995) – in the pursuit of material 
and symbolic rewards. 
Rather than recognising rewards, Twyla Tharp (2004) suggests an alternative – a way of 
‘doing’ creativity based on ‘habit’.  Her work suggests our non-prescribed selves and ‘habits’ 
include  
- rituals of preparation 
- harnessing memory 
- starting with the box before thinking outside of it 
- scratching 
- finding spine 
- metaphor quotients 
- skills 
- seeing, believing and repairing ruts and grooves 
- Giving self an ‘A’ for failure 
- Going for the long run 
Ford (2000: 1) suggests human sense-making leads us to prefer either ‘habitual’ or 
‘novel’ actions, not both.  Mumford articulates a typology of identified behaviours or traits for 
creativity that appear to intersect with Tharp’s (2003) ‘Habits’.  Neither Ford’s nor Mumford’s 
perspectives/hypotheses fully comprehend the implications of autopoietic ‘doing’ of creativity 
and consensually coupled “tapping into” of one another’s ‘doing’ ” (Kerr and Drew, 2003).  
The critical point to understand here is that while research may identify, from a domain 
outside the autonomous person, that there are traits suspected of being present in creativity 
leaders, innovators and even entrepreneurs, the wisdom from such research only helps us to 
understand ‘others’, and often is an ‘either…or’ metaphor.  ‘Being’ does not necessarily 
materialise into ‘doing’, nor is the presence of traits alone a guarantee of ‘success’.  Tharp’s 
(2003) ‘Habits’ are a direction beyond ‘trait’ identification and ‘leadership direction of others’.  
What she, as a creator, is saying is that one must ‘do’ what it is that best embodies the ‘self’.  
Such ‘habits’ are also congruent with the person’s personal recognition that his or her ideas, 
energy, and action are available for others in various relationships.  
While it is agreeable, based on autopoietic theory,  
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1. to concur with Tharp’s individual ‘habits’ and the multiple perspectives of understanding such 
‘habits’,  
2. to reject prescriptions of how to perform ‘creativity’ in the workplace (through various 
topologies),  
it is not agreeable to accept the closing reason d’etre for doing ‘creative’ action in Pritchard’s 
articulated concerns (2002: 271) – to whit – “ in the pursuit of material and symbolic rewards,” for 
those ‘novel’ products of creativity that are ‘valued’ by others.    
This paper argues that one is better off to consider that managers and leaders may 
perturb, and environments may be made to support creativity and innovation, yet it is finally the 
so-called ‘rebelliously’ creative individual who determines what he or she does, learns and 
knows, and whether or not he or she will enter into or continue to participate in the structurally 
coupled relationships of the Creative Industries Faculty, the R&D section of the corporation or 
the academic research centre.  Orchestrating, influencing, inducing, controlling and imposing 
“adequate structure” (Mumford et al., 2002: 725) is likely to be popular with administrators and 
is unlikely to succeed over time, as against a negotiated and participative structure.    
The ‘creativity’ lies with the individual, as both producer and product, (as with Escher’s 
‘Hands’), and the product of the creativity is valued by the individual and shared with the 
structurally coupled third order structural unity we so often call the ‘organisation or the firm’ 
(Kerr 2004).  Critically, it is within the structural coupling that consensual good governance 
becomes a multiple reality - especially if understood as shared meanings of ‘standards’ rather than 
the laying on of ‘regulations’.  Risk is accepted as part of ‘conservation of adaptation’ and risk 
management is biologically the necessity of every autonomous living entity. 
As Haseman (2004) suggests, “what we can learn from artists is a further understanding of the 
paradox between constraint and freedom.”  In essence, creative openness is a management 
principle where there is a) an appropriate objective, b) where sameness and loss of diversity 
leads to failure, disappearance, or merger, and c) where risk management contributes to better 
performance and calculated risk.  Haseman (2004) goes on to state that, “such a metaphor 
expresses aesthetic management as not seeing nor accepting provisionality, as management 
designed for emergence rather than neat closure, and as management by means rather than 
results.”   
The potential “debilitating effects of…the requirement that workers perform themselves 
as particular identities” suggests that workplace development programs need be other than 
providing “advice on performing ‘creatively’” (Prichard 2002: 274).  In comparison, Tharp’s 
(2003: 10) habits are the way to personally care for and nurture, sustain and conduct, with 
standards, that which is “already hard-wired” into us. It is on that basis that any development 
program, based on creativity and innovation, needs movement away from “performance” of 
oneself within work boundaries, to self as self at work and elsewhere (Kerr-Edwards 1994).  The 
self as self at work and elsewhere sets standards, recognises possibilities, and structurally 
couples with others for conservation of adaptation and life in a preferred domain of non-
destructive change.  Conservation of identity adaptation suggests a dynamism based on what 
Rosalind Williams (2003: 26) of MIT discussed as “the vitality…[which] lies in breaking down 
boundaries, keeping things mixed up, developing a lot of interfaces, going with the flow and 
creating ‘self-made’ habitats.” 
Such philosophical underpinnings of staff development and development programs, are 
admittedly grounded on providing benefit to the created academic institutional structure in areas 
such as strategic differentiation and strategic staffing. The underpinnings are also more fully 
 21 
grounded on the development of self not as a problematic to be solved, but as an ongoing 
emerging of the autopoietic self in all facets of his or her Being (Kerr-Edwards, 1994).  
Performance is a generative process, and one through which communication and narrative with 
others creates a plot where, as with Ibarra (2003: 5), a “doing first and knowing second [in 
praxis,]…we evaluate alternatives to criteria that changes as we do…where we end up often 
surprises us.”  It is you and me, who proceed there, possibly together, changing our structures as 
we go along, and each rejecting anything that moves us away from a preference to recognise 
perturbations of non-destructive change, unless we are ready to destructively change and ‘be’ 
something else.   Risk then comes into play as a constraint articulated as ‘risk-taking’, ‘risk-
aversion’, and ‘risk management’, within perturbation recognition and action, and within the 
individual’s standard of ethics in the domain’s negotiated culture.   
 Based on Maturana and Varela’s (1980) neurobiological research, reality is a product 
created by us.  Thus this paper is iterative in emphasising that we consider tempering policy, 
training, development, environment, leadership and management to recognise the presence of our 
various realities, including multiple meanings of creativity, innovation and finally 
entrepreneurialism.  The benefit for all is a gain in diversity, so long as the actions are both 
observed and acted out in a narrative of constraint reflecting biologically based domains, rather 
than a narrative of an independent control world ‘out there’. 
This paper suggests we do not need to demystify the creative process; we already live it.  
Rather we do need, and have made an effort here, to demystify the focus on structures that 
enhance creativity, and the focus on topologies of creative behaviour that generate ‘useful’ and 
‘valuable’ innovations.  Facilitating learning (Ballantyne and Packer, 1996), and providing new 
knowledge regarding creative acts and ‘habits’ (Tharp, 2003), as well as developing highly 
flexible “learning scaffolds” (Palus and Horth, 2002), all offer spaces of adjacent possibility (and 
not as rewards) where humans might work with “unproven assumptions, practice in different but 
related scenarios, using known tools in an unknown area” (Palus and Horth, 2002:161-162), and 
even using unknown tools in a known area. 
 IMPLICATIONS 
This paper recommends the reader consider that governance and creativity as risk management 
are neither about leadership control nor regulation about how to act.  Thus developmental 
programs for leadership, creativity, governance and innovation need to focus on a few 
biologically and consensually boundaried, negotiated, simple laws.  Facilitation for doing, 
learning, and knowing needs to focus on highly flexible meanings of the concepts of 
conservation of adaptation, positive turbulence, aesthetic imperfection, controlled disorder, and 
creative habit.  Reminiscent of Ibarra’s “doing first,” where this paper started, Palus and Horth 
suggest, “there are valuable lessons to be learned by practising artistry” (2002: 3), and “where 
we end up may [indeed] surprise us” (Ibarra, 2003: 5).  
Given these understandings and taking them to heart, we look forward to a future reporting of 
our evolutionary development program in Australia, fully aware that ‘good’ governance can 
make biological risk-management sense as “Management Jazz: With Strings Attached”  ©.  
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